Unrecordeds of 12/12 and 1^/16/75 


WEISBERG* S ALI.EHED MISSTATEMENTS 


1* "ALLEGATION: There were marks on King f s clothing which could not be matched to any 
possible effect of the bulleto 

Weisberg did not say this and could not possibly have said it* On this occasion he 
gave away copies of what he had obtained* The so-called chemical analysis of a bullet 
composed of 12 elements showed only one, lead 0 Weisberg said that the presence of lead 
did not prove a bullet had caused the damage to the clothing or that the xb fatal bullet had* 

2* "ALLEGATION: The FBI knew there was no mark on the windowsill from which Ray was 
said to have fired the rifle*" 

This is deliberate Msquotation of the attached news story* There was more than one 
mark* The FBI deliberately omitted UPPs words and Weisberg^, "that could be matched to 
the rifle*" The concluding words of the FBI*S "refutation" confirms this,"inusfficient 
marks for identification were left on the board* 

5* "ALLEGATION: Weisberg stated that he had asked for the results of any spectrographio 
analysis of the bullet* **and was told there was none*" 

The "Denial" confirms Weisberg* s accuracy* It describes as "erroneous" the letter 
of the Deputy Attorney General# which it actually quotes#- On 12/16 this is repeated in 
more detail, describing not whal*£ S Baff but what the DAG wrote as "erroneous*" (on p*1 ,red) 

The deliberateness is established in the last words of the TOE story which quote 
Weisberg as saying "Under his suit he obtained such an analysis*" 

Thus there is not even a hint of error or exaggeration in what the FBI says Weisberg said* 
12/16/75# A, "T|ie Department had issued a press release refuting a statement by Harold 
Weisberg that information received* was obtained as a result of a suit*" The claim is that 
the decision to release was made earlier* No copy of this de^icion has been provided* 

Abundant contrary records have been, some already in the record* The requests date to 
six years earlier, the Items of the Complaint to eight months earlier* The entire second 
letter is devoted to proving the DAG *s error* No Department release is attached* A UP1 
story only is, an add to an earlier story on King* 


